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The  puipose  of   Inis  interim  report   is  lo  sumrnuii/.c  ptogiess  on  o  study  of  1 1  onsporlolion' 

s 

requir  emcnl  s  and  ollcrnatives  associated  with  the  development  and  operotion  of  oil   shole 
activities  on  Federal    Oil   Shale  Lease,    Troct   C-b,    in  Rio   Blanco  County,    Colorado.     The 
study,   when  completed,    will   provide  a  basis  for  decisions  regarding  the  implementation  of 
transportation  corridbis  to  best  scive  the  interests  of  the  Ti  ocl   C-b  lessees. 

'i|     ■' 

The  scope  of  the  transportation  study  is  as  follows: 

1.'  Investigation  of  people,  goods,  and  product  movement  associated  with  oil  shole 
development  and  processing  on  Tract  C-b. 

2..    Review  and  analysis  of  existing  facilities  (road  and  rail). 

3.     Conception  and  analysis  of  potential    new  routes  (rood  and  rail). 

Discussion  in  ^'nc  following  pages  describes  some  of  the  assumptions,  anolysis,  and  . 
preliminary  findings  on  work  completed  to  date. 


~r$ 


!c>- 
Opeiolion  (1  -t) 


7 


y 


Manpower  eslimoie:     AO  employees  in  1980,   increasing  1o  900  employees  in  1984'. 

Peak  employment  in  1989  wilh  1175  workers. 
Incoming  goods  cslimale:     15  trucks/day,    oil   legal   loads. 

Outgoing  products  estimate:     60  trucks/day  with  legal    loads  of  coke  and  sulfur 
|i,  ■      (170  tons/cloy  sulfur  and  800  Ions/day  coke).      150  Ions/Joy  ammonia  a\^d 

LPG;  by  pipeli ne. 
Construction  ond  operation  activities  associated  with  rail   terminal   facilities  in  Rifle 
and/or  Grand  Valley  were  not   considered  as  significant  as  tine  above  activities  from  1  he 
standpoint   of  transportation  demand.     Employees  were  considered  to  reside  in  the  community 
where  the  terminal   facility  was  being  built  and/or  operated.     Incoming  materials  were 
assumed  to  be  transported  primarily  by  rail. 
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lion  of  I  lie  transpor  lolion  study.     The  various  conslruclion  phases,    mine  prc-dcvelopmcnl , 

una1  opcioli.on  of  o  commercial   oil   processing  plonl   impose  different   demonds  on  the  tronspor- 
talion  system.     The  following  summarizes  the  major  activities  on  Tract  C-b  which  ore  being, 
u'.ed  in  the  analysis. 
(A)         Phase   I  Construction  {A/76   to  3/78) 

I    Manpower  estimate:     110  to  460  employees,    with  the  duration  of  peak  employ- 

I 
ment  during  tne  first   fourteen  months. 

Income  goods  estimate:     500-   tons  per  month  of  materials  as  well   as  one   15,000 

gal  .   tanker/day  bringing  in  diesel   fuel  ,     Four  to  five  overloads  expected 

including  a   100  to  150  Ion  crane. 

(B)'       Mine  Pre-Developmcnt  (4/78  to  4/80) 

•    Manpower  estimate:    65  to  75  employees  with  peak  employment  during  the  late 

summer  and  fall   of   1978. 

Income  goods  estimate:    300-  tons  per  month  (75  tons  explosives,   50  tons  loof 

bolts,    175  tons  fuel   and  lubricants). 

(C)      Phase   II   Construction  (5/80  to  3/84  -  Plant  and  Dam) 
(3/82  -  3/84  -  more  mine  pre-development) 

Manpower  estimate:    increasing  number  of  workers  with  plateau  of  280  employees 
in  the  lote  foil   of   1980  and  peok  of  2470  workers  in  mid-1982. 

Incoming  goods  estimate:     total   of   100,000  tons  for  plant  end  dam  construction 
of  which  5000-  loads  would  be  legol   and   1000-  loads  would  be  classified 
asoverloads.      12_  loads  would  be  trocked  and  would  require  crane  matting  . 
Two  loads  would  be  reactors,    each  weighing  approximately  570  tons.      In 
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considered  of  primary  Importance  were   5|ale  Highwoy   13,    Rio  Blanco  Counly  Highway  5 

(Ficeance  Geek   Rood),    U.S.    6-1   70,    Parachute  Creek   Rood,    and  the  D&KGW  rail   route 

along  the  Crilorodo  River.     A  summary  of  existing  facilities  follows. 

Stale  Highway  13 

Potential    usoge:     Between  Rifle  and  Rio  Blanco,    S.H.    13   may  be   used  for  employee 
I, 
i|  commuting,    shipment  of  incoming  goods,    nnd  pioduct   liucking  to  a  mil 

L 

teiminal   facility.     Between  Rio  Blanco  and  Meeker,    S.    H.    13  will   probably 

be  utilized  for  employee  commuting  only. 
Roadway  condition:     Good  existing  roadway  geometries.     Pavement   is  checking 

in  many  places.     Roodway  has  settled  in  many  areas. 
Important  structures:     Six  concrete  box  culverts  between  Rifle  and  Rio  Blanco  (3 

to  8  foot  spans).     These  show  no  signs  of  stress  and  ore  in  good  condition. 

Three  bridges  between  Rifle  and  Rio  Blanco,     All   three  bridges  are  rated  to 

carry  the  maximum  legal   Colorado  Highwoy  load  (43  ton).     All   are  in  fair 

io  good  condition . 
Potentiol   problems:     Pavement   likely  to  deteriorate  rapidly  if  subjected  to  proposed 

const  ruci  ion  loads.      Devouring  existing  structures  for  heavy  construction  loods 

may  be  required. 
Piceoncc  Geek  Road 

Potential    usage:     Possible  employee  commuting  for   entire   length.     Product   ond  goods 

shipment  between  Tract  C-b  ond  Rio  Blanco  (S.H.    13). 
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Irnpoiionl  slrucluici:     /O  major  droinone  structures  including  A  bii  u!   one 

I 

bridge  ai  e   lalcd  lo  carry  maximum  legal    Colorado  Highway  loods.     None  of 

■I he  bridges  are  between  Rio  Blonco  and  Troct  C-b. 

Piobable  rccjuired  i  improvements:     Increased  roodway  width  and  improved  alignment. 

Special   pavement   design  if  used  for   heavy  construction  loads. 
I 
U.S.'ft  -  I  70 

Expected  to  be  used  for  employee  commuting  only.     No  anticipated  problems. 
Porochute  Creek   Rood 

Potential   usage:     Employee  commiting  ond  goods  and  product  shipment  if  new 
•'     ■"  route  is  constructed  between  Colony  and  Tract   C-b. 

>■    Roodway  condition:     Poor  geometries.     Only  a  sbort  segment  is  paved  north  of 
Grand  Vol  I  ey  . 
Probable  required  improvements:     Redesign  if  used  to  connect   Grand  Valley  and 
Troct  C-b. 
D&RGW  Railroad 


Potential   usoge:    Terminal   facilities  in  Rifle  and/or  Grand  Valley. 
Usable  existing  sidings:     None  in  Rifle.     Spur  for  siding  under  construction  in 
Grand  Valley  for  the  Colony  development. 


:  discussion  concerns  l!  "  polcnlial   location  c 
.' e  i a i I  sloTiocfC-bv.  level  I .  c 

loiliood  proposed  by  W.R.    Gioce  ond  Company.    The  connection  with  1  he  Grace  railioud  wos 
at   a  point   approximately  15  miles  southwest  of  Oaig/    Colorodo.    The  shortest  alternative 
developed  was  approximately  86  miles  in  length.    The  estimated  cost   for  this  railroad  was 
approximately  $51,500,000. 

j.' Six  alternative 'roadway  routes  from   Grand  Vail  cy  to  Tiacl   C-b  wei  c  studied  .     All   of 
ihe  six  routes  utilize  essentially  the  existing  rood  alignment  from   Grond  Valley  1o  Station  250 
of  ihe  rood  presently  under  construction  at  the  Colony  development. 

Horizontal   and  vertical   alignment  for  each  route  was  studied  on  USGS  mopping  at  a 
scale  of  1."  =  2000'  (7.5  minute  series).      Design  parameters  included  maximum  grade  of  7% 
and  maximum  degree  of  curve  of  5  degrees.     This  provides  a  design  speed  of  55  mph  for  pessen- 
ger  vehicles.     (Note:    The  existing  construction  at  Colony  has  grades  up  to  8%  and  curves 
up  to  23  degrees). 

As  seen  in  Figure   1,    routes   1    and   la  lead  to  Troct  C-b  fiom  the  south.     Both  routes  follow 
a  ridge  for  a  majority  of  the  way,    requiring  a  poor  horizontal  alignment.      The  distances  from 
Grand  Volley  to  Tract   C-b  for  routes  1    and   la  are  41  .45  miles  ond  43.68  miles,    respectively. 
The  remaining  alternatives  lequire  a  roadway  alignment  in   East   Stewart   Gulch.     Both  horizontal 
end  vertical  .alignment   extremes  are  at  a  minimum  utilizing  this  gulch. 

Route  2  follows  East    Stewart   Gulch  to  its  intersection  with  ihe  West  Fori;,    following 
the  West  Fork,    then  cscending   the  hills  crossing  Sorghum   Gulch  at  an  approximate  elevation 
of  6850  feet  end  leocing  into  the  plant   site  from  the  south.     An  on-site  inspection  of  this 
route  shows  construction  to  be  more  difficult  than  previously  anticipated. 

Routes  3,   4  and  5  connect  with  the  alignment  in   East   Stewart   Gulch  via  utilization  of 
Piceonce  Creek  Rood.     Route  3  follows  Cottonwood   Gulch  to  the  proposed  plant  site.   Route  4 
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5  o:c  36.07  miles,   31 . 


33.24  miles,   end  36.71    miles,    respecli vely . 

Preliminary  traffic  disl  i  i  but  i  on  studies  show  averogc  doily  Iioffic  volumes  sufficient   to 

require-on  AA5HTO  Type  D  rood  for  eoch  alternative  above.     Geometric  design  standards  for 

a    fype  D  rood  require  two  lanes,    eoch  ten  feet  wide  with  six-foot  shoulders.     Using  these 

poiameters,    capital   costs  were  projected  for  each  alternative  route  (see  Table   1). 
hi 

Of  the  six  alternatives  analyzed,     route  5  shows  the  most   promising  feasibility  for 
I 
three  reasons: 

1.  Alignment  -    The  maximum  grade  necessary  for  this  route  is  six  peicent  as 
opposed  to  seven  percent   for  the  others.      In  addition,    this  route  is  os  short  as 
or  shorter  than  the  other  alternatives,    with  the  exception  of  route  2.* 

2.  Cost   -  With  the  exception  of  route  2,    it  is  the  most  economical   (see  Table  1). 

3.  Intersection  with  Piceonce  Creek  Road  -  The  intersection  of  route  b  with 
Piceance  Creek   Road  is  better  from  the  standpoint  of  required  sight  distance. 


*     In  final   analysis,    icute   2  wes  not   considered  a  viable  ollernolive  due  to  its  encroachment 
on  the  spent  shcle  disposal   orea  (Sorghum  Gulch). 
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7']-   '  [}  s  on  ci  c\  -   c;  vori 

focllily  ollcinalives  for  opcioling  loads  associoled  with  1  iocI  C-b.     Tor  onaly&is  pur poses,   Iwo 

i 

basic  conditions  were  osscssed: 
•I 
ll     Tract  C-b  only  in  opeiotion  at  50,000  BSD. 

2.     Trocf   C-b  and  Colony  both  in  operation,    each  cat  50,000  BSD. 

The  bosic  ossumplions  used  in  1  lie  onolysis  ore  os  follows: 

A.  Interest:     8% 

B.  Life  of  project(s)  and  roads:    30  years 

C.  Working  days/year:     260 

D.  truck  operating  and  maintenance  costs  (T),    including  4f^/mi   road  fees: 
7 9 (J:/ mi   (increasing  Sc^/year). 

T  =  0.79  +(.03)(9.1897)  =  $1,525 

Ec  Annual   rood  maintenance  fees  (R):     $1350/mi   (increasing  $l35/yr) 
•     .  R  =  1350  +  135  (9.1897)  =  $2591  .00 

F.  I  rucks/dcy/development:     75  (60  outgoing,    15  incoming) 

G,  Cost  of  one  roil   terminal   facility  serving  one  development:    $7,000,000 
Ho  Cost  of  one  rail   terminal   facility  serving  two  developments:     $10,900,000 
I.  If  a  new  route  was  constructed  connecting   Grand  Valley  and  Trcct  C-b, 

it  would  be  the  route  5  alternative  discussed  earlier. 
Crse   1:    T;cc!   C-b  only 

Figure  2  shows  a  schematic  of  Ccse   1  .      'A'  is  used  to  designate  Trcct  C-b,    'B'  is  used 
to  designate  Rifle,   and    'C  is  used  to  designate   Grand  Valley.     Two  locations  ore  available  for 
roil   terminal   sites,    Rifle   (point    B)  ond  Grond  Valley  (point   C). 


Roufc  ,;5 
(36.7  miles) 


d  S.H.   13 


70 
(16.5  miles) 


Grand  Vol  1  ey 
(Potential   rail    loading  terminal) 


Rifle 
(Potential   rail    looding 
terminal) 


Case  "  1 


FIGURE  2 
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iti ve  I:  :  inc;!  c!   t. 

e  1 1 :      F  i  c  I  o  C ,   up 

ot  C.    (Note:     in  evaluation  oT  this  alternative,    no  cosl  was 
I  was  included  for  upgrading  or  maintaining  U.b.  6  -  ]  70  between 

D  and  C.) 
Alternative    111:      From  A  1o  C,    constructing  route  5,    terminal   nt   C. 


i 


s I c  A  !o  B  !:  i  1  e  s . 

Relating  oil  co 5.1:  lo  present  worth: 

Upgrading  Piceonce  Creek   Rood  - 

,|Rood  Maintenance  -($259l/mi)  (40  mi)  (11.258).= 

Truck  opeioling  ond  rood  fees  -  ($1  .525/mi)  (2  liips) 
■(40  mi)  (75  trucks)  (260  days)  (11.258) 

!  Sub-lolol 

.  •  +  Termi  nal    cost  . 

Total 


$11,960,000 
1 , 166,779 


26,782,782 


$39,909,561 


7,000,000 


$46,909,561 


Alternative   11:        Using  the  concept  of  placing  a  rail   terminal   at  C  (Grand  Valley)  and 
using  existing  roods,    the  trucking  distance  from  A  lo   B  to  C  is  56.5  miles. 


Relating  all   costs  to  present  worth: 

Upgrading  Piceance  Creek  Road  - 

Rood  Maintenance  -(S259l/mi)  (40  ml)  (11  .258)  = 

Truck  operating  and  road  fees  -($1  .525/mi)  (2  trips) 
(56.5  mi)  (75  trucks)  (260  days)  (1  1  .  258)       = 

Sub-total 

+  Termi  nal    Cost 

Total 


$11,960,000 


1,166,779 


37,830,680 


$50,957,459 


7,000,000 


$57,957,459 


Jo  C  is  36.7 


Rcjaling  oi!  cosh  resenl  worth 

'.Construction  of  roule  5  - 

'RoodMoinlenonce  -    ($259l/mi)  (36.7  mi)  (11.258)  = 

Truck  operating  ond  rood  fees  -  ($1  .525/mi)  (2  ifips) 
(36.7  mi)  (75  trucks)  (260  days)  (11.258) 

Sub-tolal 

|  +  Terminal   Cost 

Total 


$15,143,000 


1,070,520 


24,573,202 


$40,786,722 

7,000,000 

$47,786,722 


From  the  above  analysis,    the  most   economical   transportation  system  is  utilization  of 

i 
^/ 

existing  roads  and  locating  a  terminal   facility  at  Rifle. 

',.     It;  should  be  noted  that  approximately  five  million  dollars  has  already  been  expended  for 
construction  of  part  of  roule  5  (toad  at   Colony)  ond  a  rail   spur  at    Grand  Volley.     Furthermore, 
the  above  analysis  does  not  take  into  consideration  the  probability  of  a  product  pipeline  from 
Troct  C-b  to  Grand  Volley,   with  at  least  facilities  for  liquid  handling  at    Grand  Valley.     If 
these  factors  ore  Jaken  into  occounl,   the  most  economical   alternative  Is  the  construction 
of  route  5. 
Cose  2:    Tract   C-b  and  Colony 

Figure  3  shows  a  schematic  of  Case  2.     Points  A,    B,    and  C  are  the  same  as  for  Case  1  . 
Point    D  has  been  odded  to  denote  the  Colony  development.     Again,    two  locations  are  ovailabh 
foi    icil   terminal   sites,    Rifle  (Point    B)  and   Grand  Valley  (Point   C). 


» 


Piccancc  Creek  Rood  ond  S.fi.  13 
(40  miles) 


19.5  mile 


» 


19*.' 1    miles  - 
(17.2  miles,    C  io  Sia.    250, 
ond   1.9. miles,    Sta.    250- 
350) 


Grand  Vol  ley 
(Poienlial    rail   loading  terminal) 


Case  r7 


FIGURE  3 


i 


U.S.  6  -  I  70 
(16.5  miles) 


Rifle 

(Poienliol   rail   loodi 
termi  nal) 


II 


■''":, 
D  to  C7    upc  jie  Ci'  . ':.  ci 

BondC. 
Ajter notive   II:       From  A  lo  B,    upgroding  Picconce  Cieek  Rood,    ond  from  D 

to  C  to  B,    upgroding  Porochule  Creek   Rood,    one  terminal   at 

B.     (Note:     in  evaluation  of  this  alternative,    no  cost   woi 

I 
i 

included  for  upgroding  01  maintaining  U.S.   6  -  I  70  between 
.  I  B  and  C).   ■ 

Alternative   III:      From  A  to  B  to  C,    upgrading  Piceance  Creek.   Road,    and  from  D 

to  C,    upgroding  Porochule  Creek  Rood,   one  terminal   at  C. 

(Note:     costs  for  U.S.    6  -   I  70  omitted  from  the  analysis). 
Alternative   IV:      From  A  to  D   to  C  ond  from  D  to  C,    constructing  route  5,   one 

termi  nal   at   C  . 
Alternative  V:       From  A  to  D  to  C  to  B  and  from  D  to  C  to  B,    constructing  route  5, 

one  terminal   at   B.      (Note:     costs  lor  U.S.   6  -   I  70  omitted  from 

the  analysi  s) . 


'■:   4C  0  lo  C  is  19.1   mi 


pi  csenl   v,  orth: 

t 

Upgroding  Piceonce  Creek  Rood  - 
(folony  Rood  (Slo.   100  -350)  - 
Upgrading   Paiochute  Creek   Rood  - 
-    Rood  Maintenance  -  ($259l/mi)  (40  mi  +19.1    mi)  (11.  253)  = 


$11,960,000, 


10,000,000 


2,130,000 


1,723,916 


I!, 


Truck  opeialing  ond  road  fees  -  ($1  .525/mi)  (2  trips) 

(59.1    mi)  (75  trucks/development)  (260  days)  (11.253)  = 


/  -"     / 


Sub-lotal 


+  Isvo  termi  nal  s 


Total 


$65,385,476 


14,000,000 


$79,385,476 


•    Alternative   II:        Using  the  concept  of  one  rail   terminal  at  B  (Rifle)  serving  both  Colon/ 
and  C-b,    and  no  new  route  from  Tract  C-b  to  Colony,    the   trucking  distance  from  A  to  B  is 
40  miles  and  from  D  to  C  to  B  is  35.6  miles. 


Relating  all   costs  to  present  worth: 

Upgrading  Piceonce  Creek  Road  - 

Colony  Rood  (Sta.   100  -  350)  - 

Upgrading   Porachute  Creek  Rood  -  2,130,000 

Road  Maintenance  -   ($259l/mi)  (40  mi   +  19.1    mi)  (11  .258)  =        1,723,916 


$11,960,000 


10,000,000 


Truck  operating  and  road  fees  -  ($1  .525/mi)  (2  trips) 
(40  mi    +  35.6  mi)  (75  trucks/development) 
(260  days)  (11  .258) 

Sub-total 

+   one  terminal 

Total 


50,619,458 


/  ~    '  / 


$76,433,374 

10,900,000 

$87,333,374 


i'-'    CCiiS  OS  *.         -      VI     I  I    V. 


-  ivincj  Loth  C-b  01    !    Ci  !  ■  '•'     ■    .  I 

by  woy  of  Piceancc  C  ad,    S .  H .    13,    and  U.S.   6  -   I  70. 

Alternative   IV:      Using   the  concept  of  one  rail    lenninnl   at  C  (Grcnd  Volley)  serving 
both  Colony  and  C-b,    and  constructing  route  5,    the  dislance  fiom  A  to  C  is  36.7  miles  and 
from   D  lo  C  is  19.1    miles. 


Relating  all   costs  lo  present  worth: 


Construction  of  route  5  - 


$15,143,000 


4,000,000 


Colony  Rood  (Si a.  250  -  350) 

Rood  Maintenance  -  ($259l/mi)(36.7  ml  +1.9  mi)  (11.  258)  =       1,125,943 

Truck  operoting  and  road  fees  -  ($1  .525/mi)  (2  trips) 
(36.7  mi    -H9.1    mi)  (75  trucks/development) 
(260  days)  (11.253)  =  37,361,981 


Sub-total 

+  one  term!  nal 

Total 


$57,630,923 


10,900,000 


$68,530,923 


» 


l     -  :  ie<'pl     >f  one*  icj'i  I    li'i  iniiiul  ol    J  L 


i  C  -1  ■  u !  e  5 , 

f  i  or n  D  I  o  C  I  o  B  i  s  3  5 . 6  miles. 

Re  Idling  all  costs  lo  present  worth: 


I  c    C   '  :    0   i !       '  .'. 


$15,143,000 


4,000,000 


'Construction  of  route  5  - 
Colony  Rood  (Sfa.   250  -  350)  - 
Rood  Malnlenance  -  ($259l/mi)  (36.7  ml   +  1  .9  mi)  (11  .258)  =      1,  125,942 


Truck  op  ci  a  ling  and  rood  fees  -  ($1  .  525/ mi )  (2  I  rips) 
,(53.2  mi   +35.6  mi)  (75  Irucks/development) 
•    (260do/s)  (11.258)  ■  = 


Sub-total 


+  one  terminal 


Total 


59,457,776 


$79,726,718 

10,900,000 

$90,626,718 


From  the  above  onalysis,   constructing  route  5  ond  locating  one  terminal  facility  at 
Grand  Valley  to  serve  both  C-b  and  C-b  and  Colony  is  the  most  economical. 

It   should  be  noted  that  although  3  percent  was  used  as  the  Interest  rate  In  the  above 
onalysis,   comparisons  were  also  mode  using  Interest  rotes  from  6  to  12  percent  ond  the  same 
relative  results  were  obtained. 


• 


-Mil   I  'si  nlci  im 

is  nol  pre&ented  here,    but  will  oppeor  in  the  final   report,     based  on  preliminary  investigations, 

certain  problems  and/or  costs  could  be  anticipated  if  existing  roods  are  utilized  (soy  a 'rail 

terminal   ot  Rifle  end  utilization  of  S.H.    13  and  Piceance  Creek  Rood).     These  are  os  follows: 

1  .     Detouring  existing  structures  for  some  heavy  construction  loods. 

■  2.     Costs  for  removing  to  be  incurred  by  the  Troct   C-b  lessees. 

'3.     Possible  difficulties  in  obtaining  some  overlood  peimils  from  the  Stale  of 
I 
Colorado. 

Information  relating  to  overloads  has  been  assembled  and  is  included  in  the  Appendices 

of  this  report.     Appendix  A  is  information  obtained  from. the  Colorodo   Department  of  Highways 

and  Appendix  8  is  information  obtained  from  Rio  Blanco  Counly, 


Al  PEN 


Colorodo  Depcntment  of  Highboys 


Overload   Information 


- 


Drlolioi 
be  recomnrfended  ot   this  lime.         However,    ii  does  oppeor   that   the  best  access  lo  the  tioct 
fiom  Piceance  Creek  Rood  is  via  ihe  gulch  used  for  the  alignment   of  route  5.     (This  gulch 
is  just  w'est  of  Cottonwood   Gulch.)    Also,    the  joint  use  of  a  terminal   facility  at   Grand  Valley, 
for  t'Oth  the  Colony  development   and  Tract   C-b  appears  to  be  o  viable  and  economical 
alternative  if  a  new  route  is  constructed  connecting  C-b  ond   Grand  Volley. 


i.      ':•'.     G     f\      L         L     (  -  1       *';      J. 


"-■■■  I'  :\.  '     :.  j  e    r:  <  it  n  s   Vk:j  :'  -  '   -  ]; 

--    Interstate    -- 

W  ''  \ 

ri':nujn  V." eight  on  any  one  axle  (with  ]  ov:  pressure  tires) .  -.20,000  -lb: 

Maximum  £ross  vehicle  weight  on  any  vehicle  combination  is ......  .80,^000  lb: 

VJ  =  ^i00  \\i.  —  +  l?iN  -I-  36/  .  VJ  being  gross  vehicle  weight;  L  being  distance 
in  feet"  between  first  and  last  axle;  N  being  number  of  axles. 

--  Non-Interstate  -- 

Maximum  V? eight  on  any  one  axle  (with  low  pressure  tires) 18,000  lbs 

Maximum  gross  vehicle,  weight  on  any  vehicle  combination  is 85,000.1b: 

YJ  =  -  (L-J-lfO)  X  1000.   VJ  being  gross  vehicle  we.ight'.;  L  being  distance 
in  feet  between  first  and  last  axle  in  feet. 

* Maximum  Height  (Total  distance  from  ground  to  top  part  of  load).l3  ft.  6  ii 

Maximum  Width ■ 8  f  ■< 

Maximum  Length  any  Combination  of  Vehicles 65  f 

^Maximum  V.'idth  permi  tted  Ei  senhower  Tunnel 1*4  f 

]<iaxi  mum  Height  permitted  in  Eisenhower  Tunnel 13  f  t .  6  ii 

*  Except  £  -■'  tfwy  .  207 '■ • Br  id, 

S.  Hwy.  265  at  Denver  City  Limits  ....... R.  R.  Underpa: 

S.,  Hwy.'  6  Clear  Creek  Canyon Tunne' 

THESE    SiSUCTUP.ES    DO    LOT    HAVE    SUfTICIEKI    OVERHEAD    CLEARANCE    10    PER  WIT    IKE    PASSING    OF    VEHICLES    13    FT.    6    IN.     IN    HEIGM 

p'enriit"  loads  o^er  12'  must  stop  in  tunnel  parking  lot  and  obtain 
"pennission-  from-  portal  attendant  before  entering  tunnel. 


On  designated  State  Highways 

Every  such  permit  shall  be  carried  in  the  vehicle  or  combination  of 
vehicles  to  which  it  refers  and  shall  be  open  to  inspection  by  any  police 
officer  or  authorized  agent  of  any  authority  granting  such  permits  and  no 
person  shall  violate  any  of  the  terms  or  conditions  of  such  special  permit 

On  over'n eight  permits 

YOUR  ^RESPONSIBILITY  TO  CHECK  ALL  LOW  OVERHEAD  STRUCTURES 


Ihe    sic 

i . 


i 


1      '■ 

]   :: 

I  7- 


I 


e. 


■ ) 

*  '  "     •' 

'-■':." 
■■■■:-.;      .    :  •:  \  n    of    iii,  iiv;ayc  t    .  Gl     ccOoj  ado  . 

•  tht.-r    jurisdiction    (County    Highways    or    local    streets)    It    is    ; 
a    separate    permit    from    the    local    authorities    having   jurisdiction 
(Movable    structures    excepted.) 

;ner   of   the.  permit   agrees: 

To  laV.t  every  precaution  to'.prolvcl  t  he  highway  and  1  )•<:  traffic  troo  d^o.-gt  or  i  n  jur  yf '  wi  l  no  pilot 
t<r;     or     'li^-rn    to     «?rn     \).r      traveling     public    on    all     blind    curve;,     both    vertical     ?  nd    h&r i > ont c I . 

In  c  ; -.e  of  over»idlh  of  I  c- .-  d ,  Hit  ;jr,t  is  to  br  placrd  on  Uic  vehicle  «-itli  ll>t  ovrrl.ji.g:  as  far  to 
'.be  ;  i  :  M  aspssr.  ible,  ?  i.i  in  any  event  I  he  riatcr  i  al  s  shall  be  loided  jt  as  to  prr  ;tnl  t  he  oininuu 
ha  r  *r  d    i  o    t r  a  f  f  i  c  ■ 

i 

To    rjVt'IUiis    traffic    nvtitni    only    bclxcen    DAYLIGHT     and    DARK,     ;nj    In    rmove     i  he     load    fro"    the     high- 
»jy    c>ctut    btt»tcn    thcit     hours. 

To    b-     financially    rrst-or.si  bl  c     and    to    oaVe     prompt    payocni     tor    tny    da.  cage     caused    to    the    traffic,     to 
I  •  r  I  i  i  c     lights,     c  ve  r  >•»  a  d    signs,     *  i  r  c  s  ,     c  i  b  1  e  3    and    other     I  nsl  a  I  I  2 1  ions    or     to     1b?    h  i  <jh»  ay    or    bridges 
!  .     '.br     t  r  r.  a;  per  I  a  t  i  on    ot     this     load     i  i,    excess    of     limitation    prescribed    by    statute. 

Th.t     the     operator     of     \ht     vrbiclc     or     vehicles     is    duly     licensed    according    1o     statute. 

To  operate  the  vehicle  or  vehicles  at  all  tic.es  in  accordance  "ill)  any  and  all  provisloni  of  Ia«, 
c»;epl    as    exempted    herein. 

;»:rpt-    »■  h.r  n    a     pcrnit     is     requested     and    grant  ed    for     cvcr*aight,     the     ur.de  rs  i  one  d     tpplictnt     s  c-r  c  i  fl- 
ee! I  y     states     that     this     load     is     lecjal     »ciohlj.and    that     s  a>c     cannot     be      loaded     to    cent  or  n    =  i  t  h    the 
»tclule.       He     certifies     ^at     he     undo rs l znds     and    tcctpts     all     provisions     and    rtquircwnls     of     this 
yzrizMm     including    the     provisions    on    the     reverse     side. 

Applicant    agrees    to     iiidcknify    and    held    J.srolts:    the    Stitc     ot    Color;do,     the     State    D  i  v  i  ?.  i  o  n    of 
Hich-iys,     its    officers    j-nder-pleyres,     appointed    officials     and    ell     r  c  r.Lc  r  j    of     the    State    Highway 
Co-ri:  :ion    iron    all     suits,     actions    or    cities    of     any    chcrac'.cr    whatsoever    brought    because     of    any 
iniwrie?    or     d;t;cc     received    by    any    prison,     persons    or    property    erislno    fro-,     the     isrutnet    or    esc 
cf    itiis    prr»it. 


there 


PERMITS    NOT    GOOD 

Saturday  P.M. 3  Sunday,  or  Holidays  and  become  VOID  during  blizzard,  hea\ 
snow  or  "icy  road  conditions .  Over-width,  Overfreight  and  loads  exceeding  65  1 
in  length  must  not  travel  ?_t  any  time  through  tunnels*  on  U.S.  Highway  6  Vc: 
of  Denver,  in  Clear  Creek  Canyon,  or  on  the  Highways  listed  below  during  bo\ 
7   A.M.    to    9  A.M.    and    H    P.M.     to    6    P.M.,    Monday   through    Friday. 

HIGHWAYS 


Colo 
Busi  P.CSS 


40  th    SLreet. 


-^O 


on    1-25    between    Jet.     S.H.    83    on    the    South    to    Jet.    1-2.5 
a   Ave.)    on    the   North.       Tuebio   on    1-25    from   La He  Avenue 
snver   1-25    -    S.H.    88    Belleview    to    S.H.    128;    I-'/O    -    S.H.    72    ('• 
I -SO    -    1-25    to    S.H.    85.       S.H.    6    (V.    6th   Ave.)    -   Indiana    to    l 


ado    Springs 
route    (TIeva 


Re)    tc 

I-25   to    S.H.    287    (F.eceraljj    U.S.    2S5   -   1-25   to    Sheridan   Blvd.,    S.H.    95 


3 


. 


• 


is  foua  must  be  completed,  and  signed,  to  certify  that  nil  information  contoined 
ein  is  correct: 


Shipn.cnt 
Consists  of: 


From 


Colo:  To 


J  -   Over 

State 
1    Highways 


On  Following 
Da  tes: 


No.    of 
Trips:_ 


Kahe    and 

■        Type  °f 
J .       Vehicle 


Motor 
Mo. 


eli 


ehicl  e 
ense 


Trailer 
License 


Special 
License 


Trl.    House 
Serial 


PUC 
Permit    No 


a  Gross 

i  Weight_ 


No.     of 
Axl  es 


Dist.     1st 
to    Las  t    A>;le 


1  Overall 

1  Lenrth 


Front 
Overhang^ 


1         Hcicht 


Width 


APPLICANT'S    !JAMi 


• 


PLICANT'S   ADDRESS 


t 

Rio   Blanco  County 
Overload   Information 


.V.  .'  '..'• 
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90]    Dcf  i  ni  I  .i  n.   The  ■         hide"  shall  1   in  evi  .  y 
drvice  itr~upon"~"c.r  by "which  any  person  or  property  is  or  may  1 
ir-iv  ported  or  'drawn  upon  a  public  highway,  excepting  devices 
moved  by  human  power  or  used  exclusively  upon  stationery  rails,  or 

tracks. 

'   902         Permi-t    Required.       No   vehicle   which    exceeds    the    legal     ... 
load    Unirtl^eirroTth~in"^aragraph    903    below    shall    be    operated    on 
any    Rio    Blanco    County    road    without    the    operator    thereof    having 
first    obtained    permission    and    a    special    permit    from    the    Rio    bianco 
County    Road    Supervisor    or    his    designated    agent.  . 

''I     903..     Load1  Limits.       The    following    shall    be    Lhc    legal    load 
limits    on    the    county" roads    of    Rio    Blanco    County: 

(a)  .   Maximum   weight    on    any    one    axle  . 

(with    low    pressure    tires) H'nnn    il 

(b)  Maximum   weight    on    a    two- axle    vehicle 30,UUU    lbs. 

(c)  Maximum   weight    on    single    vehicle   with 

three    or    more    axles. : 46,000    lbs. 

.-    '.'•     (d)      Maximum   weight    on    any    combination    of 
vehicles    is    800    (L-f 40)  ,    L   being    the 
distance    between    the    center    of    first    and    • 
last    axles    in    feet    and    inches, 
(c)      Maximum   height     (total    distance    from    ground    ■  "  . 

to    top    part    of    load ^    **•     b    xn 

(f)  Maximum  width.  .  .  -7 oc    f 

(g)  Maximum    length,     single   vehicle.. 3b    It. 

(h)       Maximum    length    any    combination    of 

vehicles. . . ~m .  -  .65  ft. 

904    Applications  for  Permit.   Applications  for  a  special^ 
permit  shali  specifically  describe  the  vehicle  or  vehicles  and  loan 
to  he  operated  or  moved  and  the  particular  roads  for  which  penn.i . . 
to  operate  is  requested,  and  whether  such  permit  is  for  a  single 
trip  or  for  continuous  operation  and  the  time  of  such  movement. 

905.   Issuance  of  Permit;  Security.   Hie  county ' road  super- 
visor ornTis- designated"  agent  is  authorized  to  issue  or  withhold 
such  special  permit  at  his  discretion;  or,  if  such  permit  is  issued, 
to  limit  the  number  of  trips",  or  to  establish  seasonal  or  other 
time' limitations  within  which  the  vehicles  described  may  be  operatec 
on  the  roads  indicated,  or  to  otherwise  limit  or  prescribe  against 
undo  dai.v-.ee  to  the  road,  foundations,  services,  or  structures,  and 
may  require  such  undertaking  or  other  security  as  may  be  deemed  to 
compensate  for  any  injury  to  any  roadway  or  road  structure.  . 


AUG  5 


9.1 


be  rr-rr  i  ed  in  the  vr  hi  c  J  c  or  c   ibiiv* t  i  on  oi  .  vehi  cl  cs  icii 

:  c  f  i  r  s  a n  d  shall   :  open  to  i n i  p e c t  i on  by  n nv  p olice  o f  J" 5  c c r 

ant'  :'-'■'.  of  any  aul   rity  granting  such  peiinit,  and  r,c    r- 

;  snail  violate  any  of  the  terms  or  conditions  of   jch 
permi  t .  ■. 

907.   Penalty.   It  is  a  misdemeanor  for  any  person,  firm 
or  e  or  p  oFa  t  i  orT~  tTo~ "vi  o  1  a  t  e  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  resolution 
and  every  person,  firm  or  corporation  so  convicted  shall  "be  fined 
not  less  than  $25.00,  nor  more  than  $300.00  for  each  violation.  -\ 
Each  day  than  a  violation  continues  under  the  provisions  of  this-  • 
resolution  shall  be  considered  a  separate  and  distinct  violation. 
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No    Grand  Valley 
to   C_b  route 

No    Colony 


New  Grand  Valley 
to   C_b   route 
No    Colony 


No  Grand  Valley  •  New  Gra 
to  CLb  route  Valley 

Colony     -  c_b  rou 

•  Colony 


FIGURE  16 


Quality  Development 
Associates,  Inc. 


•  - 

i'v 


CHIVED 

JUL  2  p  1977 

July  25,  19TT      0r  ;U 

v'  '    v/i:    Or 

ARK  C.'L  ?:•..,,  ^ 
-N-     G.S. 


Eric  Hoffman 

Area  Oil  Shale  Supervisor's  Office 
U.   S.   Geological  Survey- 
Mesa  Federal  Savings  &  Loan,   Suite  300 
Grand  Junction,  CO     81501 

Dear  Eric, 

Enclosed  is  the  updated  projection  for  growth  in  Rifle  "based  upon  the  most 
recent  Occidental- Ashland  manpower  figures  available  as  per  your  reauest. 

The  figures  were  projected  to  the  first  year  of  operations. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  don't  hesitate  to  call. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Donald  P.  Scrimgeourj  Ph.D. 


• 


n  J.  Redding,  Ph.D. 

'sident 

,in  B.  Dempsey,  A.I.P. 

Vice  President 

1700  Broadway 
United  Bank  Center 
Suite  830 

Denver,  Colorado  80290 
Telephone  (303)  861  -9428 
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RIFLE  POPULATION 
Amount  of  Growth 


Assuming 
Cont: 

70-77  Rate 
Lnues 

Total  Added 
Impact 

40%  Capture  Rate 
Rifle 

50%  Capture  Rate 
Rifle 

Year 

Pop.  Change 

Total  Pop. 

Population 

Added  Pop 

Total  Pop 

Added  Pop 

Total  Pop 

6-77 

-- 

2242 

0 

0 

2242 

0 

2242 

12-77 

7 

2249 

519 

208 

2457 

260 

2509 

12-78 

13 

2262 

572 

229 

2699 

286 

2808 

12-79 

14 

2276 

4609 

1844 

4557 

2304 

5126 

12-80 

14 

2290 

1863 

745 

5316 

932 

6072 

12-81 

13 

2303 

6870 

2748 

8077 

3435 

9520 

12-82 

14 

2317 

1614 

646 

8737 

807 

10,341 

12-83 

14 

2331 

-4980 

-1992 

6759 

-2490 

7865 

TOTAL 

89 

-- 

11,067 

4428 

-- 

5534 

-- 

RATE  OF  GROWTH 


Period  of  Growth 

Assuming 
70-77  Rate 
Continues 

40% 
Capture 

50% 
Capture 

From            To 

6-77  to  12-77 
1-78  to  12-78 

0.60% 
0.60% 

9.59% 
9.85% 

11.91% 
11.92% 

1-79  to  12-79 
1-80  to  12-80 
1-81  to  12-81 

0.60% 
0.60% 
0.60% 

68.84% 
16.66% 
51.94% 

82.55% 
18.45% 
56.79% 

1-82  to  12-82 
1-83  to  12-83 

0.60% 
0.60% 

8.17% 
-22.64% 

8.62% 
-23.94% 

TOTALS 
6-77  to  12-82                    3.35% 
6-77  to  12-83                    3.97% 
Avg.   of  Yearly  Rates     0.60% 
Avg.   of  Total  Rate         0.61% 
Compound  Yearly  Rate     0.60% 

289.70% 

201.47% 

20.34% 

31.00% 

18.50% 

361.24% 

250.80% 

23.76% 

38.58% 

21.30% 

y  ~7C  /  o  2-1 


RECElVt-D 

AUG  19  1977 

Quality  Development  OFFICE  OF 

Associates,  Inc.  August  17,   1977  AREA  OIL  SHALE  SUPERVISOR 

U.S.  G.S. 


SIC 


Mr.  Eric  Hoffman 

Area  Oil  Shale  Supervisor's  Office 

U.  S.  Geological  Survey 

Mesa  Federal  Savings  §  Loan,  Suite  300 

Grand  Junction,  CO  81501 

Dear  Eric: 

Enclosed  is  the  updated  projection  for  growth  in  Meeker 
based  upon  the  most  recent  Occidental -Ashland  manpower  figures 
available. 

The  figures  were  projected  to  the  first  year  of  operations, 

If  you  have  any  questions,  don't  hesitate  to  call. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ronald  W.  Moore 
Economist 

RWM:mf 

cc:  Mr.  Duane  Rehborg  w/ enclosure 

Enclosure 


tin  J.  Redding,  Ph.D. 

jhn  B.  Dempsey,  A.I. P. 

Vice  President 

1700  Broadway 
United  Bank  Center 
Suite  830 

Denver,  Colorado  80290 
Telephone  (303)  861  -9428 


* 

'0-77  Rate 
nues 

mnt 

~ibt7a~AcTded~~ 
Impact 

A 
of  G 

40%  Captur 
Meeke 

• 

Assuming  / 

Conti 

d   Rate 
r 

50%  Capture  Kate 
Meeker 

Year 

Pop.  Change 

Total  Pop. 

Population 

Added  Pop. 

Total  Pop. 

Added  Pop. 

Total  Pop. 

6-77 

1848 

-- 

-- 

1848 

-- 

1848 

12-77 

19 

1867 

519 

208 

2075 

260 

2127 

12-78 

39 

1906 

572 

229 

2343 

286 

2452 

12-79 

40 

1946 

4609 

1844 

4227 

2304 

4796 

12-80 

41 

1987 

1863 

745 

5013 

932 

5769 

12- SI 

42 

2029 

6870 

2748 

7803 

3435 

9246 

12-82 

.  43 

2072 

1614 

646 

8492 

807 

10/396 

12-83 

44 

2116 

-4980 

-1992 

6544 

-2490 

7650 

TOTAL 

26S 

-- 

1L067 

4428 

-- 

5534 

-- 

RATE  OF  GROWTH 


Period  of  Growth 

Assuming 
70-77  Rate 
Continues 

40  % 
Capture 

50% 
Capture 

Prom     To 

6-77  to  12-77 
1-78  to  12-78 
1-79  to  12-79 
1-80  to  12-80 
1-81  to  12-81 
1-82  to  12-82 
1-83  to  12-83 

2.11% 
2.11% 
2.11% 
2.11% 
2.11% 
2.11% 
2.11% 

12.28% 
12.92% 
80.41% 
18.59% 
55.66% 
8.83% 
-22.94% 

15.10% 
15.28% 
95.60% 
20.79% 
60.27% 
9.19% 
-24.23 

TOTALS 

6-77  to  12-82         12.12% 
6-77  to  12-83         14.50% 
Avg.  of  Yearly  Rates    2.11% 
Avg.  of  Total  Rate      2.23% 
CoiTTpound  Yearly  Rate    2.11% 

359.52% 

254.11% 

23.68% 

39.09% 

21.47% 

446.32% 

313.96% 

27.36% 

48.30% 

24.43% 

7  7C  / '/  6  3 
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UNITED   STATES   Dc.?/  IUT  OF  COM: 

Bureau  of  the  Census 
hington,  D  C.    20233 

OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 


JUL  2  3  307? 


Mr.  Burman  Lorenson 

Socio-Economic  Impact  Coordinator 

Office  of  the  Governor 

State  Centennial  Building,  Room  51 8 

1313  Sherman  Street 

Denver,  Colorado  80203 

Dear  Mr.  Lorenson: 

The  official  population  counts  according  to  the  special  censuses 
of  Delta,  Garfield,  Mesa,  Moffat,  Rio  Blanco,  and  Routt  Counties, 
Colorado  are  shown  on  the  enclosed  tables.   A  tabulation  which  provides 
the  special  census  population  of  the  counties  by  age,  race,  and  sex, 
and  the  number  of  occupied  and  vacant  housing  units  for  each  census 
county  division,  place,  school  district,  enumeration  district,  and,  in 
Mesa  County,  each  census  tract  is  being  sent  under  separate  cover. 
Maps  outlining  these  areas  are  being  forwarded  from  our  Indiana  office. 

User  tapes  for  these  censuses  will  be  sent  to  you  within  approximately 
h   weeks.   Documentation  will  also  be  provided  at  that  time. 

A  final  accounting  of  the  costs  incurred  will  be  made  at  a  later  date. 
If  you  require  further  information  concerning  the  census,  please  let 
us  know. 


Sincerely, 


J-"ui/''Vj^ 


DANIEL  IB.   LE 
Associate  Director 
Bureau  of  the  Census 
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Enclosures 


cc: 


Colorado  Secretary  of  State 
Colorado  Department  of  Revenue 
Department  of  the  Interior 


s,,^ 


Ui'JiTEQ   STATES   DEPARTMENT   OF   COfV,; 
Bureau  of  the  Census 
Washington,  DC.    20233 

OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 


SPECIAL  CENSUS  POPULATION  OF  GARFIELD 
COUNTY,  COLORADO  AS  OF  MARCH  11,  1977 


Area 
Garfield  County  (total) 

Glenwood  Springs  CCD 

Carbondale  town 

Glenwood  Springs  city 
Grand  Valley  CCD 

Grand  Valley  town 
New  Castle  CCD 

New  Castle  town 

Silt  town 
Rifle  CCD 

Rifle  town 

School  District 


RE 

1 

RE 

2 

16 

^9 

Jt 

50 

Population 

18,800 

11,109 
1,6kk 

M91 

858 

377 
3,278 

5^3 

859 

3,555 

2,2^+ 


11,115 

6,766 

772 

99 


*u»  o' 


USMITEO   STATES    DEPARTMENT   CF   CC  ACE 

Bureau  of  the  Census 

Washington,  DC.    20233 

OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 


SPECIAL  CENSUS  POPULATION  OF 
MESA  COUNTY,   COLORADO  AS  OF  MARCH  21,    1977 


Area 


Population 


Mesa  County   (total) 


66,81+8 


Clifton  CCD 

5,913 

Collbran  CCD 

1,36U 

Collbran  town 

293 

DeBeque  CCD 
DeBeque  town 

1*27 
261* 

Fruita  CCD 

7,709 

Fruit a  town 

2,328 

Glade  Park-Gateway  CCD 
Grand  Junction  CCD 

797 
35,871 

Grand  Junction  city 
Orchard  Mesa  CCD 

25,398 
5,012 

Palisade  CCD 

2,178 

Palisade  town 

1,038 

Redlands  CCD 

6,826 

Whitewater-Kannah  Creek  CCD 

751 

School  District 

1*9  Jt 
50 

51 

50  (part) 

399 

1,361* 

65,085 

**Ttt€fi* 


UNITED   STATES   DEPARTMENT  OF   COMMERCE 
Bureau  of  the  Census 

Washington.  D.C.    20233 

OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 


SPECIAL  CENSUS  POPULATION  OF  RIO  BLANCO 
COUNTY,  COLORADO  AS  OF  MARCH  1  6,  1977 


Area 


Rio  Blanco  County  (total) 


Population 

5,100 


Meeker  CCD 
Meeker  town 

Rangely  CCD 
Rangely  town 


2,779 
1,81+8 

2,321 
1,871 


School  District 

RE  1 
RE  3 
RE  k 


2,777 
2 

2,321 


t) 


%    . 


